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A federal court plaintiff is not subject to the Rooker-Feldman doctrine limiting the power of 
lower federal courts to review state court judgments and decisions unless the plaintiff has lost 
in state court and complains in federal court of injuries caused by the state-court judgment. 


A federal court plaintiff is not subject to the Rooker-Feldman doctrine limiting the power of 
lower federal courts to review state court judgments and decisions unless the plaintiff has lost 


in state court! and complains in federal court of injuries caused by the state-court judgment.” 
The requirement that the federal plaintiff complain of an injury caused by a state judgment is the 
core requirement from which the others derive, and focusing on it helps clarify when the doctrine 


applies. 
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The relevant inquiry is whether the state-court judgment caused, actually and proximately, the 
injury for which the federal-court plaintiff seeks redress in federal court, paying close attention to 


the relief sought in the federal suit.“ 


In some circumstances, federal suits purporting to complain of injury caused by an individual 
or third party in reality complain of injury caused by a state-court judgment.’ Nevertheless, the 
Rooker-Feldman doctrine did not preclude federal courts from considering a father's claims against 
a federal judge, a state family court judge, and state administrative employees for conspiring 
against him and violating his civil rights in connection with state child support proceedings; the 
father did not appeal the state court's child support decision but instead challenged the conduct 
of individuals who happened to participate in that decision. Under the Rooker-Feldman doctrine, 
if a plaintiff contends that out-of-court events have caused injury that the state judiciary failed to 
detect and repair, then a district court has jurisdiction to review the state court's decision but only 


to the extent of dealing with that injury.’ 


A federal suit complains of injury from a state-court judgment, even if it appears to complain only 
of a third party's actions, when the third party's actions are produced by the state-court judgment 


and not simply ratified, acquiesced in, or left unpunished by it. 


State agency decisions. 


Because the Rooker-Feldman doctrine applies only where the federal court plaintiff lost in state 
court and complains of injuries caused by the state-court judgment, the doctrine does not apply to 
limit federal court review of state agency decisions, even in a case where the state supreme court 
ultimately holds that the agency's action or decision complies with state law, at least where no 
state court has rendered a decision in the case at the time when the plaintiff's suit is filed in federal 
court.’ However, a disciplinary determination issued by a state bar committee on professional 
conduct has been held to be the functional equivalent of a state court judgment, for purposes of 
the Rooker-Feldman doctrine, where the committee is created and appointed by the state supreme 


court, operates pursuant to rules promulgated by that court, and is subject to review by that court. u 


CUMULATIVE SUPPLEMENT 
Cases: 


Action brought under § 1983 by persons charged with violating municipality's nuisance abatement 
law, alleging that municipality, mayor, and police department violated their constitutional rights 
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by coercing them into signing settlement agreements waiving various constitutional rights in order 
to avoid eviction from their businesses and residences, was not de facto appeal of state-court 
judgments, and therefore action was not barred by Rooker-Feldman doctrine, since complaint was 
about agreements themselves and conduct that led to them, regardless of enforceability of those 
agreements, and harm befell plaintiffs as soon as agreements were signed or state-court action was 
mere ratification and not cause of injuries. 42 U.S.C.A. § 1983; N.Y.C. Admin. Code §§ 7-701 et 
seq. Sung Cho v. City of New York, 910 F.3d 639 (2d Cir. 2018). 


District court had jurisdiction over death row inmate's § 1983 claim alleging that decision of 
state board of pardons and paroles not to recommend commutation to the Governor violated the 
Equal Protection Clause, where challenge to clemency proceedings would not result in speedier 
release since, at most, proceedings could have resulted only in a stay until inmate was afforded 
a clemency proceeding commensurate with the Constitution, and such result would not have 
necessarily implied invalidity of conviction or sentence. U.S. Const. Amend. 14; 42 U.S.C.A. § 
1983. Young v. Gutierrez, 895 F.3d 829 (Sth Cir. 2018). 


Rooker-Feldman doctrine did not apply to prevent federal District Court from hearing applicant's 
action against Office of the Mayor of the District of Columbia and District of Columbia Court 
of Appeals Admissions Committee challenging Committee's denial of his application to sit for 
the District's bar examination and rejection of his challenge to that denial; although applicant's 
action in District Superior Court arising from the same bar examination application denial had been 
dismissed, applicant was not asking the federal District Court to review and reject the Superior 
Court's dismissal, but rather challenging denial of application and handling of that denial process 
anew. Jackson v. Office of the Mayor of District of Columbia, 2018 WL 6816322 (D.C. Cir. 2018). 
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State-court custody order 

Rooker-Feldman doctrine precluded federal court from reviewing question of whether court-appointed 
representative for child in parents' divorce proceeding violated husband's rights when she acted as child's 
advocate; only injury husband alleged that he suffered from representative's supposedly biased advocacy 
was the alienation of child's affections and a reduction in his custodial rights, which harms flowed directly 
from the fruit of representative's efforts: state-court custody orders favorable to wife. 
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